1. Introduction {#sec1}
===============

The prevalence rate of type 2 diabetes mellitus (T2DM) has increased to 18% (aged 65-99) around the world in 2017 \[[@B1]\], and the prevalence of T2DM in China\'s elderly population has increased along with the aging of the Chinese population and the rise in unhealthy lifestyle habits, and environmental pollution \[[@B2]\]. Individuals with T2DM have a higher risk for fractures than those without T2DM, but epidemiological data are limited \[[@B3]--[@B5]\]. Fractures seriously affect the quality of life, and many more prediction methods that are simple and practicable should be explored. Bone strength includes not only bone density but also bone quality, and it is typically used as a measure of skeletal disorders that are associated with fractures \[[@B6]\]. Most studies have revealed that bone mineral density (BMD) is not lower in patients with T2DM, and in fact, it is higher than that in non-T2DM persons \[[@B6]--[@B8]\], but the cause of this phenomenon is not yet clear. The timed "up and go" (TUG) test was originally described by Podsiadlo as a mobility test for frail older persons \[[@B9]\]. Some studies have shown that the TUG test is a sensitive and specific measure for community-dwelling adults in predicting falls and an independent risk factor for fracture \[[@B10], [@B11]\], but the relationship between TUG and fracture risk in T2DM-specific populations is unclear. Thus, it is of great interest to us to evaluate whether the TUG results could predict fractures in diabetic populations. We performed a cross-sectional study to investigate the prevalence of fractures in a population of 3430 elderly subjects (with and without type 2 diabetes) in order to identify fracture risk factors and, in particular, to assess the risk factors for common fractures in particular diabetic populations.

2. Materials and Methods {#sec2}
========================

2.1. Study Population {#sec2.1}
---------------------

We conducted a cross-sectional study of permanent residents over 60 in nine communities in Shenyang, Northeast China, from May to October 2017. The exclusion criteria were as follows: secondary osteoporosis; cancer; glomerular nephritis, or creatinine clearance (Ccr) \< 30 mL/min; hyperthyroidism or hypothyroidism; and previous diagnosis of osteoporosis and treatment. A total of 3430 seniors took part in our survey after removing incomplete samples, including 1073 suffering from T2DM and 201 samples suffering from fragility fractures. We used a stricter standard for fragility fractures in the population who had fractures caused by a minor crash or fall and obtained a definite diagnosis from a clinician without distinguishing the fracture location.

This study was approved by the ethics committee of the First Affiliated Hospital of China Medical University and was conducted in accordance with the principles described in the Declaration of Helsinki. All subjects provided written informed consent prior to participation. The research has been registered on the Chinese Clinical Trials Registry ([ChiCTR-ERC-17011100](http://www.chictr.org.cn/showproj.aspx?proj=14334)).

2.2. Clinical Data Collection {#sec2.2}
-----------------------------

All subjects were assessed with a standardized questionnaire based on the Community Health Questionnaire administered by trained doctors, including basic demographics, history of present illness, past medical history, lifestyle risk factors such as smoking and alcohol consumption, and medication used. Each subject was examined for height, weight, waist circumference (WC), and hip circumference (HC); each measurement was evaluated twice and then averaged (accurate to 0.1 cm). Body mass index (BMI) was calculated with the following equation: weight (kg)/(height (m^2^)). The waist to hip ratio (WHR) was the ratio of WC (cm) to HC (cm). Systolic pressure (SBP) and diastolic pressure (DBP) were also measured twice and averaged.

2.3. Biochemical Measurements {#sec2.3}
-----------------------------

Blood samples were collected following overnight fasting. Serum fasting blood glucose (FBG), glycosylated hemoglobin (HbA1c), uric acid (UA), total cholesterol (TC), triglyceride (TG), high-density lipoprotein cholesterol (HDL-C), low-density lipoprotein cholesterol (LDL-C), creatinine (Cr), serum, and calcium (Ca) were measured by an automatic biochemical analyzer, and 25-hydroxyvitamin D~3~ (25 (OH)D~3~) was measured by mass spectrometry. And Ccr was calculated using the formula from Cockcroft and Gault \[[@B12]\].

2.4. TUG {#sec2.4}
--------

The timed "up and go" (TUG) test records the time it takes to rise from an armed chair, walk 3 meters, and return to sit in the chair. In this study, a TUG result \> 10.2 s was defined as poor mobility, according to a previous study \[[@B9]\].

2.5. BMD {#sec2.5}
--------

The heel BMD was measured by an ultrasonic bone densitometer (Hologic Sahara ultrasound bone density densitometer, software: version3.1, American Hologic Corporation), which has good correlations with dual-energy X-ray absorption (DXA) measurement. In this study, we defined normal density, osteopenia, and osteoporosis (OP) as a *T*‐score≥−1.0, between -1.0 and -2.5, and ≤-2.5, respectively, following the World Health Organization definitions \[[@B13]\].

2.6. Statistical Analysis {#sec2.6}
-------------------------

All statistical analyses were performed with Statistical Package for the Social Sciences version 20.0 (SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA), and significant differences were assumed to be present at *p* \< 0.05 (two tailed). Data are expressed as the mean ± SD for continuous variables or percentages (%) for categorical variables. *t*-tests for continuous variables or chi-square test for categorical variables was used to compare parameters between two groups. Logistic regression analysis was performed to identify risk factors.

3. Results {#sec3}
==========

3.1. Baseline Characteristics and Laboratory Parameters {#sec3.1}
-------------------------------------------------------

The baseline characteristics and laboratory parameters of this study population were stratified by a history of fragility fractures into fracture and nonfracture groups ([Table 1](#tab1){ref-type="table"}). There were 3430 people in this study, of which 2201 (64.2%) were female and 1229 (35.8%) were male, with ages ranging from 60 to 92 years old. A total of 201 subjects (5.8%) suffered from a history of fragility fractures. Compared with the nonfracture group, the fracture group was older (70.05 ± 6.54 vs. 68.43 ± 6.30, *p* \< 0.001) and included more females (74.6% vs. 63.5%, *p* = 0.001). TUG and BMD were measured in the study population. The BMD was found to be much lower and the TUG time much longer in the fracture group than in the nonfracture group (*p* \< 0.001). In the fracture group, the prevalence rate of T2DM was 38.8%, which was much higher than that in the nonfracture group (*p* \< 0.05).

3.2. The Risk for Fracture {#sec3.2}
--------------------------

We performed a logistic regression analysis for the total population and found that diabetes was a risk factor for fracture (OR 1.357). Moreover, the female sex (OR 1.663), older age (OR 1.026), slow TUG time (OR 1.454), and osteoporosis (OR 1.799) were risk factors for fractures after adjusting for the confounding factors in this study ([Table 2](#tab2){ref-type="table"}).

3.3. The Baseline Characteristics and Risk Factors Stratified by T2DM and Fracture {#sec3.3}
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

We divided all subjects into a diabetes population and a nondiabetic population and analyzed the differences in sex, age, uric acid, Ccr, FBG, HbA1c, 25(OH)D~3~, Ca, WHR, BMI, BMD, and TUG between two populations ([Table 3](#tab3){ref-type="table"}). In our study, the prevalence rate of T2DM was 31.3%, and the prevalence of hypertension rate was 56.5% (not shown). The BMD was similar between the two populations, while the TUG time was longer in the T2DM population than in the non-T2DM population.

We divided all subjects into a diabetic population and a nondiabetic population and analyzed the differences in sex, age, UA, Ccr, FBG, HbA1c, 25 (OH)D~3~, Ca, WHR, BMD, and TUG time between the fracture group and nonfracture group for the two populations. We found that sex, age, UA, BMD, and TUG time were different between the fracture group and the nonfracture group in the nondiabetic population. However, we did not find significant differences in TUG time and BMD between the fracture group and the nonfracture group in the diabetic population ([Table 4](#tab4){ref-type="table"}). The differences in TUG and BMD values between the fracture and nonfracture groups in diabetic and nondiabetic populations were stratified by sex, and the differences in TUG and BMD values in nondiabetic women were found to be statistically significant (Figures [1(a)](#fig1){ref-type="fig"}--[1(d)](#fig1){ref-type="fig"}). We used logistic regression analysis to assess the relationship between fractures and multiple risk factors in the T2DM and non-T2DM populations, and the results are shown in [Table 5](#tab5){ref-type="table"}. The female sex (OR 1.835), TUG time \> 10.2 s (OR 1.602), and *T*‐score≤−2.5 (OR 1.750) were found to be independent risk factors for fragility fractures in the nondiabetic population but not in the T2DM population after adjusting for confounding factors ([Table 5](#tab5){ref-type="table"}).

3.4. Multiple Metabolic Parameters May Affect TUG Time and BMD in the Diabetic Population {#sec3.4}
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

We stratified the diabetic population into groups according to TUG time \> 10.2 s and *T*‐score≤−2.5. We analyzed the relationships among TUG time, BMD, and multiple metabolic parameters that are usually combined with diabetes, including age, BMI, SBP, DBP, HbA1c, Ccr, UA, TC, TG, HDL-C, LDL-C, Ca, 25 (OH)D~3~, history of HTN, and T2DM therapy. TUG time and *T*-score were found to be related to multiple factors ([Table 6](#tab6){ref-type="table"}) that may influence the results showing that TUG time and BMD are not independent risk factors for fragility fractures in the diabetic population.

4. Discussion {#sec4}
=============

This study population was from a high latitude region in China with cold weather, low levels of sunlight, and high risk for slips and falls in the winter. In addition, the age of the population was over 60 years old, which is considered retirement age and is defined as geriatric in China. The sample size and demographic characteristics of the population in this study differ from those in other studies.

Previous studies have researched multiple risk factors for fragility fractures, such as vitamin D intake or serum concentration \[[@B14]\], level of UA \[[@B15]\], obesity or low weight \[[@B16], [@B17]\], body composition \[[@B18]\], osteoporosis, and falls. Individuals with T2DM and type 1 diabetes mellitus (T1DM) have a higher risk for fractures, particularly hip fractures, than nondiabetic subjects, including both men and women \[[@B5], [@B19]\]. Previous studies have shown that the risks of fractures in those diagnosed with diabetes were higher than those in non-Hispanic black (HR 1.86 (95% CI 1.05--3.30)) and Mexican American (HR 2.29 (95% CI 1.41--3.73)) adults without diabetes \[[@B20]\]. T2DM factors such as a longer disease duration \[[@B21]\], diabetic complications, poor glycemic control \[[@B22]\], insulin resistance (IR) \[[@B23]\], and the use of insulin or oral antidiabetic medication \[[@B19], [@B24]\] have a complex pathophysiological interaction with fractures. And an increased risk for falls were also reported to increase the fracture risk \[[@B25]\].

Our study found that the prevalence rate of fragility fractures in the diabetic population was 7.3%, which is much higher than the 5.2% in the non-T2DM population (*p* = 0.018, [Table 1](#tab1){ref-type="table"}), and analyzed the association between fractures and diabetes, hypertension (HTN), HbA1c, blood lipids, BMI, level of serum 25 (OH)D~3~, insulin use, oral antidiabetic medication, Ccr, etc. We found that T2DM, female sex, older age, slower TUG time, and osteoporosis are risk factors for fractures.

BMD is measured to assess osteoporosis in many medical institutions. Although previous studies have reported that the BMD of patients with T2DM was normal or even higher than that of nondiabetic controls, the fracture risk was higher in patients with T2DM \[[@B4], [@B26]\]. Our study also showed that the BMD levels between T2DM and non-T2DM patients were similar (*p* = 0.131), although the T2DM population had a higher risk for fractures (OR 1.357).

The TUG test is usually performed to reflect the risk for falls and fractures \[[@B6], [@B11], [@B27]\]. D.C.C. de Abreu et al.\'s \[[@B28]\] research reported that the TUG times did not present correlations with fall\'s history, which reminds us that a slow TUG time may be related to a higher risk for fractures but did not totally account for the higher fall risk; some other aspects may also be involved. The TUG test could reflect muscle strength, impaired gait and balance, and increased fall risk, which are associated with the risk for fractures, especially in geriatric patients \[[@B27]\].

Mousa et al. \[[@B27]\] conducted a case-control study of 138 elderly individuals aged over 60 years from a hospital who showed abnormal TUG times; a TUG time \> 20 s was defined as poor mobility and was strongly associated with a reduced BMD and increased fracture risk, but the study did not analyze the T2DM population in particular.

In this study, we defined TUG times \> 10.2 s as poor mobility according to Podsiadlo and Richardson \[[@B9]\]. The populations were from communities and were in better physical condition than populations from medical institutions, and the mean TUG times were lower than 10 s. Thus, the cutoff point of \<10.2 s was highly suitable for study inclusion.

The risk for fractures in the diabetic population is much higher than that in the nondiabetic population, so we wondered whether other risk factors of fractures differ between T2DM and non-T2DM populations. We divided all subjects into T2DM and non-T2DM populations and analyzed the differences in risk factors for fracture, including but not limited to TUG times and BMD. We found that, after adjusting for confounding factors, a slow TUG time and lower BMD were risk factors for fracture in the nondiabetic population but not the diabetic population, which is quite interesting. What influenced the difference between the two population types? Diabetic patients often have multiple metabolic diseases and take multiple medications. Were there some confounding factors of diabetes that influence the specificity? We therefore explored the factors that may affect TUG time and BMD in the T2DM population that are usually associated with diabetes. As shown in [Table 5](#tab5){ref-type="table"}, we found several confounding factors that are involved, such as hypertension, Ccr, BMI, and 25 (OH)D~3~. Since the data we collected could not represent all the abnormalities in people with diabetes, we did not perform further analyses on what factors exactly affect TUG time and BMD.

At present, many specialists have recognized that BMD does not predict the risk for fractures in diabetic patients very well, which is similar to our results, but there is a lack of understanding of the predictive value of the TUG time. Clinically, many doctors use the TUG test to predict the risk for fractures in diabetes. However, our study showed that individuals with T2DM and fractures may have a good TUG test time but a high risk for fractures. We still accept that the TUG test can reflect a person\'s physical state, but it is not appropriate for screening the risk for fractures in T2DM patients.

There were some limitations in this study. First, the study design was cross-sectional. But this was not a cohort study and could not follow the outcomes of the patients. Therefore, more prospective studies with intervention strategies are needed to verify our results. Second, our study did not distinguish the fracture location because the data were incomplete. Third, we roughly collected the therapy methods for diabetes, but not in detail. The ages of the participants were all above 60 years, but not all ages may have the same conclusion.

5. Conclusion {#sec5}
=============

This study found that low BMD and slow TUG time were independent risk factors for fractures in non-T2DM patients, while no associations were found in the T2DM population. Patients with T2DM have a higher risk for fractures even when they have sufficient BMD and a short TUG time. TUG and BMD underestimated the risk for fractures in the T2DM population.
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###### 

Baseline characteristics and laboratory parameters of total population stratified by fracture.

  Variables                     Fracture (*n* = 201, 5.8%)   Nonfracture (*n* = 3229, 94.2%)   *p* value
  ----------------------------- ---------------------------- --------------------------------- -------------
  Sex, female (%)               150 (74.6)                   2051 (63.5)                       0.001^∗^
  Age (years)                   70.05 ± 6.54                 68.43 ± 6.30                      \<0.001^∗∗^
  Height (cm)                   159.87 ± 8.06                160.99 ± 8.15                     0.058
  Weight (kg)                   63.13 ± 9.76                 64.50 ± 10.44                     0.07
  BMI (kg/m^2^)                 24.71 ± 3.37                 24.84 ± 3.27                      0.572
  WC (cm)                       88.66 ± 8.96                 87.33 ± 9.36                      0.17
  HC (cm)                       97.94 ± 7.16                 97.94 ± 7.16                      0.873
  SBP (mmHg)                    140.01 ± 19.62               138.63 ± 20.42                    0.826
  DBP (mmHg)                    81.37 ± 11.59                80.13 ± 11.79                     0.878
  WHR                           0.9 ± 0.06                   0.89 ± 0.06                       0.015^∗^
  BMD (g/cm^2^)                 0.33 ± 0.08                  0.36 ± 0.08                       \<0.001^∗∗^
  TUG (seconds)                 10.14 ± 4.55                 9.18 ± 3.09                       \<0.001^∗∗^
  HbA1c (%)                     6.11 ± 1.47                  5.9 ± 1.17                        0.075
  FBG (mmol/L)                  6.44 ± 2.23                  6.09 ± 1.76                       0.023^∗^
  UA (*μ*mol/L)                 292.23 ± 93.75               303.58 ± 102.49                   0.126
  Ccr (mL/min)                  73.10 ± 19.65                75.56 ± 21.40                     0.114
  TC (mmol/L)                   5.06 ± 0.95                  5.12 ± 1.02                       0.388
  TG (mmol/L)                   1.69 ± 1.03                  1.80 ± 5.33                       0.776
  HDL-C (mmol/L)                1.39 ± 0.38                  1.37 ± 0.42                       0.4
  LDL-C (mmol/L)                3.07 ± 0.79                  3.16 ± 0.91                       0.165
  Ca (mmol/L)                   2.41 ± 0.1                   2.42 ± 0.09                       0.258
  25 (OH)D~3~ (ng/mL)           22.38 ± 7.93                 22.19 ± 7.62                      0.735
  History of hypertension (%)   101 (50.2)                   1391 (43.1)                       0.047^∗^
  History of T2DM (%)           78 (38.8)                    995 (30.8)                        0.018^∗^
  History of smoking (%)                                                                       0.126
   Never                        173 (86)                     2591 (80.2)                       
   Current                      18 (9)                       422 (13.1)                        
   Quit                         10 (5)                       216 (6.7)                         
  Current drinking (%)                                                                         0.24
   Never                        165 (82.1)                   2498 (77.4)                       
   Current                      30 (14.9)                    639 (19.8)                        
   Quit                         6 (3)                        92 (2.8)                          
  Therapy of T2DM                                                                              0.49
   Oral                         10 (12.8)                    198 (19.9)                        
   Insulin                      7 (9)                        87 (8.7)                          
   Oral and insulin             3 (3.8)                      30 (3.1)                          
   Without medicine             58 (74.4)                    680 (68.3)                        

Abbreviations: BMI: body mass index; WC: waist circumference; HC: hip circumference; WHR: waist hip ratio; SBP: systolic pressure; DBP: diastolic pressure; HbA1c: glycosylated hemoglobin; FBG: fasting blood glucose; UA: serum uric acid; Ccr: creatinine clearance; TC: total cholesterol; TG: triglycerides; HDL-C: high-density lipoprotein cholesterol; LDL-C: low-density lipoprotein cholesterol; 25 (OH)D~3~: 25-hydroxyvitamin D3; BMD: bone mineral density; TUG: timed "up and go." ^∗∗^*p* \< 0.001, ^∗^*p* \< 0.05.

###### 

Analysis of risk factors for fracture in all subjects.

  Variables         OR      95% CI        *p* value
  ----------------- ------- ------------- -----------
  Sex, female       1.663   1.192-2.312   0.003^∗^
  Age (years)       1.026   1.002-1.050   0.032^∗^
  TUG \> 10.2 s     1.454   1.040-2.032   0.029^∗^
  History of T2DM   1.357   1.008-1.826   0.044^∗^
  *T*-scores                              
   Normal           1                     
   Osteopenia       1.261   0.744-2.137   0.389
   Osteoporosis     1.799   1.072-3.02    0.026^∗^

Abbreviations: TUG: timed "up and go." ^∗^*p* \< 0.05.

###### 

Baseline characteristics and laboratory parameters stratified by T2DM.

  Variables             T2DM (*n* = 1073, 31.3%)   Non-T2DM (*n* = 2357, 68.7%)   *p* value
  --------------------- -------------------------- ------------------------------ -------------
  Sex, female (%)       691 (64.4)                 1510 (64.1)                    0.85
  Age (years)           69.09 ± 6.53               68.26 ± 6.21                   \<0.001^∗∗^
  UA (*μ*mol/L)         321.37 ± 86.6              311.49 ± 83.13                 0.002^∗^
  Ccr (mL/min)          76.46 ± 21.51              74.94 ± 21.2                   0.054
  FBG (mmol/L)          7.65 ± 2.43                5.4 ± 0.6                      \<0.001^∗∗^
  HbA1c (%)             6.96 ± 1.47                5.44 ± 0.58                    \<0.001^∗∗^
  25 (OH)D~3~ (ng/mL)   22.19 ± 7.62               22.21 ± 7.65                   0.95
  Ca (mmol/L)           2.42 ± 0.09                2.41 ± 0.09                    0.001^∗^
  WHR                   0.91 ± 0.06                0.89 ± 0.06                    \<0.001^∗∗^
  BMI (kg/m^2^)         25.29 ± 3.31               24.63 ± 3.25                   \<0.001^∗∗^
  BMD (g/cm^2^)         0.36 ± 0.09                0.35 ± 0.08                    0.131
  TUG (s)               9.82 ± 4.16                8.97 ± 2.61                    \<0.001^∗∗^

Abbreviations: HUA: serum uric acid \> 420 *μ*mol/L; Ccr: creatinine clearance; TUG: timed "up and go." ^∗∗^*p* \< 0.001, ^∗^*p* \< 0.05.

###### 

Baseline characteristics and laboratory parameters of the study population stratified by T2DM and fracture.

                        T2DM (*n* = 1073, 31.3%)                    Non-T2DM (*n* = 2357, 68.7%)                                     
  --------------------- -------------------------- ---------------- ------------------------------ ---------------- ---------------- -------------
  Sex, female (%)       56 (71.8)                  635 (63.8)       0.157                          94 (76.4)        1416 (63.4)      0.003^∗^
  Age (years)           70.83 + 6.4                68.95 + 6.53     0.014^∗^                       69.55 ± 6.61     68.19 ± 6.18     0.018^∗^
  UA (*μ*mol/L)         325 + 83.00                321.08 ± 86.90   0.691                          288.65 ± 69.33   312.77 ± 83.66   \<0.001^∗∗^
  Ccr (mL/min)          70.11 ± 18.94              76.96 ± 21.63    0.007^∗^                       74.98 ± 1.8      74.98 ± 19.93    0.983^∗∗^
  FBG (mmol/L)          8.03 ± 2.88                7.62 ± 2.39      0.154                          5.44 ± 0.56      5.40 ± 0.60      0.449
  HbA1c (%)             7.17 ± 1.79                6.95 ± 1.44      0.28                           5.43 ± 0.59      5.44 ± 0.58      0.848
  25 (OH)D~3~ (ng/mL)   22.68 ± 6.96               22.15 ± 7.68     0.559                          22.19 ± 8.51     22.20 ± 7.60     0.98
  Ca (mmol/L)           2.42 ± 0.11                2.45 ± 0.09      0.46                           2.41 ± 0.09      2.41 ± 0.09      0.298
  WHR                   0.91 ± 0.06                0.91 ± 0.06      0.374                          0.90 ± 0.07      0.88 ± 0.06      0.05
  BMD (g/cm^2^)         0.344 ± 0.08               0.36 ± 0.09      0.182                          0.32 ± 0.08      0.35 ± 0.08      \<0.001^∗∗^
  TUG (s)               10.58 ± 5.77               9.76 ± 4.0       0.09                           9.86 ± 3.56      8.92 ± 2.54      \<0.001^∗∗^

Abbreviations: HUA: serum uric acid \> 420 *μ*mol/L; Ccr: creatinine clearance; TUG: timed "up and go." ^∗∗^*p* \< 0.001, ^∗^*p* \< 0.05.

###### 

Logistic regression analysis for the risk for fracture in T2DM and non-T2DM subjects, respectively.

  --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                   T2DM\                 Non-T2DM\                                  
                   *N* = 1073 (31.3%)    *N* = 2357 (68.7%)                         
  ---------------- --------------------- -------------------- --------------------- ----------
  Sex, female      1.538 (0.886-2.669)   0.126                1.835 (1.178-2.860)   0.007^∗^

  Age              0.987 (0.944-1.031)   0.552                0.969 (0.937-1.003)   0.07

  HUA              1.109 (0.507-2.427)   0.795                1.160 (0.547-2.460)   0.698

  Ccr (mL/min)     1.010 (0.996-1.025)   0.172                0.993 (0.984-1.001)   0.101

  TUG \> 10.2 s    1.349 (0.790-2.305)   0.273                1.602 (1.031-2.491)   0.036^∗^

  *T*‐score≤−2.5   1.204 (0.744-1.949)   0.449                1.750 (1.196-2.562)   0.004^∗^
  --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Abbreviations: HUA: serum uric acid \> 420 *μ*mol/L; Ccr: creatinine clearance; TUG: timed "up and go"; OP: osteoporosis; ^∗^*p* \< 0.05.

###### 

The relationship between diabetic parameters and TUG and *T*-score.

  Variables             TUG              *T*-score                                                        
  --------------------- ---------------- ---------------- ------------- ---------------- ---------------- ----------
  Sex, female (%)       200 (65.4)       391 (64.0)       0.678         295 (68)         396 (62)         0.044^∗^
  Age (years)           72.82 ± 6.963    67.6 ± 5.714     \<0.001^∗∗^   69.82 ± 6.48     68.59 ± 6.53     0.002^∗^
  BMI (kg/m^2^)         26.11 ± 3.54     24.96 ± 3.15     \<0.001^∗∗^   25.32 ± 3.47     25.26 ± 3.19     0.762
  SBP (mmHg)            145.42 ± 21.34   139.59 ± 19.94   \<0.001^∗∗^   141.63 ± 20.44   140.99 ± 20.56   0.614
  DBP (mmHg)            79.72 ± 13.79    79.94 ± 11.32    0.783         79.28 ± 12.24    80.29 ± 11.95    0.178
  HbA1c (%)             7.05 ± 1.43      6.93 ± 1.48      0.243         6.96 ± 1.41      6.97 ± 1.50      0.92
  Ccr (mL/min)          71.17 ± 22.22    78.57 ± 20.87    \<0.001^∗∗^   74.45 ± 21.82    77.84 ± 21.20    0.012^∗^
  UA (*μ*mol/L)         324.96 ± 89.95   319.94 ± 85.24   0.395         317.31 ± 83.09   324.15 ± 88.88   0.207
  TC (mmol/L)           5.05 ± 1.15      5.15 ± 1.07      0.173         5.13 ± 1.08      5.11 ± 1.10      0.785
  TG (mmol/L)           1.80 ± 1.01      1.94 ± 1.28      0.085         1.91 ± 1.28      1.88 ± 1.17      0.696
  HDL-C (mmol/L)        1.27 ± 0.36      1.32 ± 0.47      0.082         1.32 ± 0.46      1.30 ± 0.43      0.585
  LDL-C (mmol/L)        3.15 ± 0.98      3.16 ± 0.91      0.87          3.17 ± 0.93      3.15 ± 0.92      0.782
  Ca (mmol/L)           2.42 ± 0.09      2.43 ± 0.09      0.62          2.42 ± 0.09      2.42 ± 0.09      0.961
  25 (OH)D~3~ (ng/mL)   21.05 ± 7.73     22.65 ± 7.54     0.002^∗^      22.21 ± 8.04     22.17 ± 7.33     0.93
  Hypertension (%)      215 (70.3)       382 (49.8)       \<0.001^∗∗^   239 (55.1)       358 (56)         0.757
  Therapy of T2DM                                         0.139                                           0.681
   Oral                 65 (21.2)        143 (18.6)                     77 (17.7)        131 (20.5)       
   Insulin              35 (11.4)        59 (7.7)                       41 (9.4)         53 (8.3)         
   Oral and insulin     9 (2.9)          24 (3.1)                       15 (3.5)         18 (2.8)         
   Without medicine     197 (64.4)       541 (70.5)                     301 (69.4)       437 (68.4)       

Abbreviations: BMI: body mass index; SBP: systolic pressure; DBP: diastolic pressure; HbA1c: glycosylated hemoglobin; UA: serum uric acid; Ccr: creatinine clearance; TC: total cholesterol; TG: triglycerides; HDL-C: high-density lipoprotein cholesterol; LDL-C: low-density lipoprotein cholesterol; 25 (OH)D~3~: 25-hydroxyvitamin D3; BMD: bone mineral density; TUG: timed "up and go." ^∗∗^*p* \< 0.001, ^∗^*p* \< 0.05.
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